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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
STATE OF IDAHO,   ) 
     ) 
 Plaintiff-Respondent, ) NO. 42575, 43167 
     ) 
v.     ) ADA COUNTY NOS. CR 2014-1037 
     ) 
CONNER BLAINE HOY,  ) REPLY BRIEF 
     ) 




REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT 
________________________ 
 
APPEAL FROM THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE 




HONORABLE STEVEN J HIPPLER 
District Judge  
________________________ 
 
SARA B. THOMAS     KENNETH K. JORGENSEN 
State Appellate Public Defender  Deputy Attorney General 
State of Idaho     Criminal Law Division 
I.S.B. #5867      P.O. Box 83720 
       Boise, Idaho 83720-0010 
ERIC D. FREDERICKSEN    (208) 334-4534 
 Deputy State Appellate Public Defender 
I.S.B. #6555 
P.O. Box 2816 




ATTORNEYS FOR      ATTORNEY FOR 
DEFENDANT-APPELLANT   PLAINTIFF-RESPONDENT 
 1 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
 
Nature of the Case 
 
The State charged Connor Blaine Hoy with aggravated assault with a deadly 
weapon, robbery with a deadly weapon, malicious injury to property (misdemeanor), 
and petit theft (misdemeanor).  Mr. Hoy pleaded guilty to the petit theft charge.  
Following a trial on the remaining charges, the jury convicted Mr. Hoy of aggravated 
assault with a deadly weapon and robbery with a deadly weapon, but acquitted him of 
the malicious injury to property charge.    
On appeal, Mr. Hoy asserted that the district court erred when, over defense 
objection, it allowed the State to cross-examine Mr. Hoy about a prior conviction felony 
conviction for leaving the scene of an accident and about the fact that he was on 
probation for that offense.  The instant Reply Brief is necessary to address omissions 
from the  Respondent’s Brief. 
 
Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings 
The statement of the facts and course of proceedings were previously articulated 
in Mr. Hoy’s Appellant’s Brief.  They need not be repeated in this Reply Brief, but are 
incorporated herein by reference thereto. 
 2 
ISSUE 
Did the district court err when it admitted testimony regarding Mr. Hoy’s prior felony 






The District Court Erred When It Permitted The State To Cross-Examine Mr. Hoy About 
A Prior Conviction And His Current Probationary Status Because The Conviction Was 
Properly Excluded Pursuant To I.R.E. 609 And 403, And Mr. Hoy Did Not Open The 
Door On To The Admission Of The Evidence Direct Examination 
If this Court concludes that the district court abused its discretion in permitting the 
State to cross-examine Mr. Hoy regarding a prior conviction and his current 
probationary status, the error cannot be harmless. The State fails to make any 
argument that if there is error, that error is harmless.  See State v. Perry, 150 Idaho 
209, 222 (2010).  (“A defendant appealing from an objected-to, non-constitutionally-
based error shall have the duty to establish that such an error occurred, at which point 
the State shall have the burden of demonstrating that the error is harmless beyond a 
reasonable doubt.”)  Accordingly, in the event this Court finds error on this claim, 
reversal for a new trial is the implicitly conceded remedy.  See State v. Ruiz, 150 Idaho 
469, 471 (2010) (“The State has not argued that the error was harmless.  Therefore, we 
vacate the judgment of conviction.”); see also State v. Almaraz, 154 Idaho 584, 601 
(2013) (pointing out that, as “the subject is not even discussed in the State’s written 
brief,” the State failed to meet its burden to prove the error harmless, and therefore, the 
conviction was vacated). 
CONCLUSION 
Mr. Hoy respectfully requests that his judgment of conviction be vacated and his 
case remanded for a new trial.   
 DATED this 4th day of January, 2016. 
      _________/s/________________ 
      ERIC D. FREDERICKSEN 
      Deputy State Appellate Public Defender 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 4th day of January, 2016, I served a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing APPELLANT’S REPLY BRIEF, by causing to be placed a 
copy thereof in the U.S. Mail, addressed to: 
 
CONNER BLAINE HOY 
INMATE #98458 
ISCC 
PO BOX 70010 
BOISE ID 83707 
  
STEVEN J HIPPLER 




ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
E-MAILED BRIEF 
 
KENNETH K JORGENSEN  
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
CRIMINAL DIVISION 
PO BOX 83720 
BOISE ID 83720-0010 
Hand delivered to Attorney General’s mailbox at Supreme Court. 
 
 
      __________/s/_______________ 
      EVAN A. SMITH 
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